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Why coach training matters
The influence of coach training versus coaching experience on quality control and 
coaching success
Abstract
Purpose: Although coaching has seen significant growth over the past years, the issue of 
quality control has hardly been investigated. Thus, we wanted to know how coaching quality 
control, such as self-reflection, supervision, and evaluation, is used, as well as whether coach 
training or coaching experience matters in this regard.
Design/methodology/approach: Study 1 is an international coaching survey of 2267 coaches 
with questions on their coach training and coaching experience as well as questions on their 
perceived own coaching quality and quality control. Study 2 is a survey asking 754 human 
resource development officers about coach selection (coach training, coaching experience), 
coach evaluation (quality control measure), and coaching success.
Findings: Our results show that a longer coach training predicts coaching quality control and 
coaching quality in terms of coaching success. The findings also revealed that more experienced 
coaches usually charge higher fees, which leads to less quality control.
Research limitations/implications: Our findings are first approaches and there is much more 
research to be done on coaching quality and quality control. As coach training is essential, 
further research should assess the different offers of coach training.
Practical implications: When selecting a coach, it is important to take coach training more 
into account than coaching experience and references. Moreover, quality control should be 
common practice when it comes to selecting and evaluating coaches.
Page 1 of 35 Personnel Review
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
Personnel Review
COACH TRAINING ENSURING COACHING QUALITY  2
Originality/value: Coaching is an unprotected term so that researching on coaching quality 
and quality control becomes essential. The representative samples of coaches and human 
resource developers in our studies are of great value for such research.
Keywords: Coaching, service quality, coach training, work experience, performance evaluation, 
supervision.
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Why coach training matters
The influence of coach training versus coaching experience on quality control and 
coaching success
Recent meta-analyses display the numerous benefits of coaching, such as coaching leading to 
enhanced well-being, greater satisfaction, and better goal attainment (Grover and Furnham, 
2016; Kotte et al., 2016; Theeboom et al., 2013). Furthermore, it seems that coaching not only 
has a positive effect on an individual but also a company level (Jones et al., 2015). Thus, it is 
no wonder that coaching has become a popular HRD intervention in the recent years, leading 
to an increase in the number of coaches worldwide from 47,500 in 2012 to 53,300 in 2016 (ICF, 
2016). The demand for coaching has exploded over the past two decades with a wide diversity 
of individuals drawn to the sector (ICF, 2016; Stephan and Gross, 2013). Also, in Germany, the 
number of coaches has increased and is expected to continue to rise over the coming decade 
(Juchniewicz, 2017). Moreover, this growing interest in coaching is likely to be reflected in the 
continued increase in the total number of coaches, members of professional coaching 
organizations, and demand for coaching from organizational clients (Forbes, 2018). However, 
coaching’s popularity has led to a challenge: Coaching is an unregulated but due to the 
increasing market lucrative profession (Lenoble, 2013; Meindl, 2016).
A service that is hard to evaluate. Coaching is a service that is co-created within the 
interactions between coachee and coach, but also subsequent to the coaching process through 
the self-directed action of the clients within their particular context.  It fulfills to a great extent 
the three fundamental service characteristics of intangibility (in contrast to touchable products), 
inseparability (at least partly delivered and at the same time consumed during the process of it 
being produced) and heterogeneity (no two coachees will ever having taken advantage of 
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exactly the same service). In addition it is confidential and very complex. Taken together, these 
characteristics make it hard to evaluate the quality of coaching (Greif, 2017; 2018; Nerdinger, 
2018). Coachees and business clients resort to „surrogates“ of quality criteria, which are typical 
for such services, e.g. the customer's subjective trust, or the reputation of the provider or brand 
quality (Meffert and Bruhn, 2012). Stephan and Gross (2013) found that more than half of the 
personnel managers seeking coaches by far most frequently rely on informal mouth-to-mouth 
recommendations within their networks. Furthermore, there is no generally accepted coaching 
definition (Greif et al., 2018). Today, coaching can be offered by everyone: People call 
themselves coaches, the term ‘coaching’ becomes overly ubiquitous, and the term is applied to 
interventions which may be considered closer to training or mentoring than coaching (Meindl, 
2016). The reputation of the profession is questionable. This leads to the question on how 
coaching quality can be ensured.
Ensuring coaching quality
Ensuring coaching quality is of importance for the client, who relies on good coaching quality 
and a trustworthy coach (Alvey and Barclay, 2007). Moreover, it can help the coach to become 
more self-reflective, think critically about their professional practice, develop greater self-
awareness, and identify ways for improvement (Gray, 2004). Furthermore, ensuring coaching 
quality is essential, as coaching is an expensive service which should be evaluated just like any 
other service (Nerdinger, 2018). However, ensuring coaching quality is difficult, as coaching 
involves complex interactions with many important aspects (Greif, 2018; Looss, 2014). Grover 
and Furnham (2016) state in their meta-analysis on coaching effectiveness that the “diversified 
outcomes addressed in coaching make coaching objectives inherently incomparable as an 
outcome measure” (p. 5). 
Page 4 of 35Personnel Review
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
Personnel Review
COACH TRAINING ENSURING COACHING QUALITY  5
How to ensure coaching quality. Coaching quality can be ensured by various different 
methods ranging from self-reflection to supervision to evaluation. Self-reflection can help a 
person to gain insights and evaluate their effectiveness from their own perspective (Grant et al., 
2002). This self-reflection can help the coach to have a more self-regulated coaching 
(Schiemann et al., 2018). In other words, a coach who takes time to self-reflect takes also care 
of ensuring his / her coaching quality. However, with your own interpretations and own 
perspectives, you may not have the right cognitive, sociobiological, and social self-assessment 
skills (Dunning et al., 2014). Thus, supervision would be a better way, as it helps you to gain 
insight into the process by stepping back from its cut and thrust to look at actions from the 
perspective of a dispassionate observer (Passmore and McGoldrick, 2009). With the 
supervisor’s questions and methods, as well as the group input, you can gain different and new 
perspectives (Kotte, 2018). Thus, coaching supervision is a relevant instrument for coaches to 
use in order to enhance the quality of their coaching (Kotte, 2017; 2018; Valentino et al., 2016). 
Another method to ensure coaching quality with not only relying on self-assessment is to 
objectively evaluate the coaching (Greif, 2018). This coaching evaluation can consist of the 
clients’ self-reports,  input from the clients’ work environment, as well as by measures of the 
coaching impact on broader business or team performance through meta-data (Passmore and 
Velez, 2013). Quality evaluation of the processes and outcome by generally accepted criteria 
and scientific research is more important for coaching and constitutive for the reputation of the 
coaching profession and the continuous improvement of its methods (Greif, 2018).
In sum, there are different ways to ensure coaching quality ranging from different forms 
of evaluation to supervision and self-reflection. Thus, the question arises on whether, how, and 
what coaches use these quality control techniques. 
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Does Coach Training or Coaching Experience Help to Ensure Coaching Quality?
One way of learning to ensure quality is through a profound education (Thorndike, 1912). A 
coach training helps you to gain self-reflection as a personal development (Möller & Drexler, 
2011; Stiftung Warentest, 2013). Moreover, this increase in self-reflection is an expected result 
of a coach training and can be achieved by essential coach training process factors like 
supervision or exercises with feedback and evaluation (Rauen, 2017). Thus, a coach training 
consists of essential processes of self-awareness, feedback, and supervision (Hillebrandt, 2015; 
Klenner and Bischofberger, 2014). In a coach training, the participants spend hours with tutor 
observed practice, feedback processes, and supervisions (e.g., Braumandl and Dirscherl, 2005). 
Thus, a coach training may help coaches not only to learn certain coaching skills and methods 
but also to learn self-reflection competencies (Mennicken, 2011; Preston and Hammond, 2003; 
Lippmann, 2016; Rauen, 2017). In addition, people with a coach training feel more self-
regulated than people with no coach training (Schiemann et al., 2018). Thus, coach training can 
help the coach with his/her self-reflection, self-awareness, and the awareness of the importance 
of supervision, evaluation, and other feedback. Therefore, it is no wonder that 83% of coach 
customers perceive a profound coach training as important (ICF, 2016) and that coaches are 
expected to benefit more from a professionally trained coach  (Spence and Grant, 2007). 
Coaching experience, however, is also valued, as you can see at online coaching 
websites, where experience is displayed as a unique selling point (e.g., XING Coaches + 
Trainer, ICF, Rauen Coach). However, coaching experience might only be a benefit when 
coaching quality is ensured, as coaching experience does not per se include self-reflection and 
feedback processes comparable to a coach training. However, experience alone does not make 
you wiser – you can still have blind spots or can do the same mistake over and over again; only 
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by reflecting and evaluating this experience via self- and external reflection, you can develop 
yourself as a person. Put differently, everyone is blind to some extent when it comes to own 
mistakes and information is filtered from one’s own perspective, experience, and expectancies 
(Frey, 1986; 2006). Only with the help of outside feedback, you can learn about your blind 
spots and, thus, achieve personal growth (Frey, 1986; Luft and Ingham, 1955).
Our Research Purpose
To put this together, we propose that coach training – and not coaching experience – plays a 
central role in ensuring coaching quality. More concisely, we proposed that the extent of coach 
training (but not coaching experience) is directly linked to higher coaching quality, such as 
using more coaching quality control techniques and being perceived as more qualitative by the 
customers. Thus, two studies were conducted, in which we asked 2267 coaches (Study 1) and 
754 HRD officers (Study 2) about the own / coaches’ coach training, coaching experience, and 
coaching quality control. 
Study 1
Thus, in our first study, we were interested in coaches and in what makes them strive for greater 
self-reflection, supervision, and self-evaluation, which we considered to be key aspects of 
quality control. As we anticipate that coach training and experience are of value for many 
coaches, we hypothesized that the higher the level of both coach training and experience, the 
higher the coaches would rate their coaching quality. We further hypothesized that the higher 
the level of coaches’ training and experience, the higher their coaching fees would be as they 
perceived their quality to warrant this. With regard to quality control (self-reflection, 
supervision, self-evaluation), we also propose that the higher the level of coach training, the 
more often the coaches will use quality control processes, as the value of quality control was 
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learned through coach training; however, we expect no difference in quality control associated 
with coaches gaining experience. 
Method
Participants. In our study, we looked at an international sample of 2267  coaches1. The 
international sample was drawn from more than 40 European countries spanning from Iceland 
in the west to Russia in the east and from as far north as Norway down to Turkey in the south. 
The international sample consisted of 1441 female (64%) and 819 male (36%) coaches (seven 
missing), who were principally between 30 and 64 years old (53 coaches were 18 - 29 years 
old: 1080 coaches were in the 30-49 year old age bracket; 1016 coaches were aged 50-64; while 
only 107 coaches were over 65).2
Procedure. The survey was developed through international collaboration, involving 
50 research groups, each from a different country. Each national research group decided 
whether the survey should be translated and if so into what language or languages. In total, the 
survey was translated into over 30 languages, including German. The national research teams 
were responsible for sharing the survey with their coaching community and, thus, the process 
involved connections with national and professional bodies. In total, over 100 professional and 
coaching related bodies shared the research link with their members. The survey was designed 
to take approximately 25 minutes to complete. The participants were asked about their age, 
1 From 2267 coaches, we excluded 685 participants, who did either not describe themselves as coaches, reported doing 0% 
coaching, or were not working as business or life coaches (e.g., driving instructors, who saw themselves as driving coaches).
2 The German-speaking sample consisted of 96 female (57%) and 73 male (43%) coaches, of which most were educated to an 
advanced level (109 coaches with a post-graduate degree; 28 coaches with a Ph.D.; 20 coaches with an undergraduate degree; 
nine coaches with A level degree; three coaches with O level degree). The coaching areas these individuals were involved in 
were performance and leadership (90%), career coaching (76%), as well as general workplace coaching (65%). Less 
commonly, coaching practice focused on life and well-being (37%), and mental health (21%), and education (21%). Only 
rarely did coaches focus on subjects such as (medical) health (7%), safety (1%), or other areas (13%).
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former experience, education, and facts about their coaching.3 
Measures. Besides questions about demographic data, the coaches were also asked 
about their coaching experience, coach training and details about their coaching practice, 
including their fee rates for individual and organisational coaching (per hour) , how they rated 
themselves compared to colleagues and the extent they used supervision, self-reflection, and 
forms of personal development.    
Coaching experience. The coaches were asked about their years of experience with the 
question “How many years have you practiced as a coach”. The coaches had to answer on an 
ordinal scale ranging from 1 to 7, where 1 was “less than 12 months”, 2 was “1-3 years”, 3 was 
“4-7 years”, 4 was “8-12 years”, 5 was “13-15 years”, 6 was “16-20 years”, and 7 was “more 
than 20 years”.
Coach training. The coaches were asked about their coach training with the question 
“What is your highest coaching qualification”. The coaches had to answer on an ordinal scale 
ranging from 1 to 10, where 1 was “less than 2 hours of training”, 2 was “2-6 hours of training”, 
3 was “7-16 hours of training”, learned 4 was “17-49 hours of training”, 5 was “50-99 hours of 
training”, 6 was “100-199 hours of training”, 7 was “200-400 hours of training”, 8 was “400 or 
more hours of training”, 9 was “under-graduate coaching degree (3 years full-time)”, and 10 
was “post-graduate coaching degree (1 year full time/2 years part-time)”.
Coaching quality. The coaches were asked to rate their coaching quality with the 
following question “How would you rate the quality of your coaching when compared with 
other coaches” on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (low) to 10 (best).
3 For clarity, we will only explain the measures used for this study. An overview of all measures and the statistics comparing 
Germany to the whole sample can be found in the report by Passmore et al. (2018)
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Coaching fee. Furthermore, the coaches were surveyed about the average rates they 
charge for individual coachees per hour. For the computation, we excluded cases in which 
coaches answered “not applicable” or “internal coach/no charge”. All other answers were on 
an ordinal scale ranging from 1 to 8, where 1 was “less than €50 per hour”, 2 was “€51-100”, 3 
was “€101-199”, 4 was “€200-399”, 5 was “€400-599”, 6 was “€600-799”, 7 was “€800-999”, 
and 8 was “over €1000 per hour”.
Quality control. For quality-control processes, we used three different measures: the 
coach’s use of self-reflection (How much time do you spend per week on reflective practice?), 
the coach’s use of supervision (How often do you receive formal coaching supervision?), and 
the coach’s use of self-evaluati n (How do you evaluate the impact of your coaching?). 
Quality control: self-reflection. The self-reflection scale was ordinal-scaled, ranging 
from 1 (< 60 min.), 2 (60-90 min.), 3 (90-120 min.), 4 (120-240 min.) to 5 (> 240 min.).
Quality control: supervision. The supervision scale was also ordinal and ranged from 1 
(I do not receive supervision), 2 (1 hour of supervision for more than 100 hours of coaching 
with coachees), 3 (for every 51-100 hours), 4 (for every 26-50 hours) to 5 (1 hour of supervision 
for every 25 hours or less of coaching with coachees).
Quality control: self-evaluation. The assessment for the self-evaluation scale had eight 
different options. Here, coaches were asked to provide details of the means and frequency of 
self-evaluation feedback they received (When asked by the coachee; periodically on a random 
sample of coachees; formally at the end of every coaching session; informally at the end of 
every coaching session; formally at the end of every coaching process; informally at the end of 
every coaching process; I have not formally evaluated my work in the past twelve months; 
other). This data was formed into an ordinal scale, ranging from 0 (no self-evaluation), 1 (self-
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evaluation at times), 2 (self-evaluation after every coaching process) to 3 (after every session).
Statistics. IBM SPSS Statistics 24.0 (IBM Corporations, Chicago, 2016) was used for 
the computations described in the results section.
Results
The results for the overall sample are displayed in the following. Footnotes also show the results 
for German-speaking subsample, which includes individuals from Germany, Austria, and 
Switzerland. 
Coaching quality and coaching fee. Via Process3.3 (Hayes, 2019), two mediations via 
Model 4 with first coach training and then coaching experience as a predictor, the self-rated 
coaching quality as the mediator, and coaching fee as an outcome variable were computed (95% 
confidence interval, 1000 bootstrap). In summary, both the coach training and the coaching 
experience had an effect on coaching fee: As expected, the more trained and the more 
experienced coaches were, the higher they rated their coaching quality; this higher rated quality 
led to higher coaching fees. These results support the hypothesis that coach training and 
coaching experience lead to the belief to be better in coaching quality and to higher fees (see 
Figure 1).
[Figure 1 here]
Quality control: Self-reflection, supervision, and evaluation. Quality control was 
measured with supervision, self-reflection, and self-evaluation. Our hypothesis was that only 
the more trained coaches, but not the more experienced coaches, would give more serious 
consideration to quality control. For this, we conducted a multiple linear regression with 95% 
bias-corrected confidence interval and 1000 bootstrap with coach training and coaching 
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experience as the two predictors. Regarding self-reflection, coach training but not coaching 
experience positively predicted self-reflection, R² = .04, F(2,2239) = 50.32, p < .0014.  
Regarding supervision, the higher their level of coach training was but not the more 
experienced the coaches were, the more the coaches used supervision, R² = .01, F(2,2225) = 
11.91, p < .0015. Regarding evaluation, coach training did not relate to evaluation but coaching 
experience had a negative effect on evaluation, R² = .00, F(2,2165) = 2.38, p = .0936. The 
findings on quality control are displayed in Table 1. 
[Table 1 here]
Additional analysis. To better explain the negative effect of coaching experience on 
evaluation, we wanted to find out whether coaching quality and coaching fee mediate this 
relationship. Thus, we computed a Model 6 mediation analysis (95% confidence interval, 
1000 bootstrap) with Process3.3 (Hayes, 2019). The analysis show that coaching experience 
predicted the evaluation, mediated by self-rated coaching quality and coaching fees (see 
Figure 2).
[Figure 2 here]
Discussion – Study 1
In line with our assumptions, the better trained and more experienced the coaches were, the 
higher they perceived their coaching quality and the higher coaching fees they charged in terms 
of their hourly rate. Moreover, the better trained the coaches were, the more they managed the 
4 In the German-speaking sample, neither coach training, β = .13, p = .125, nor coaching experience, β = -.05, p = .584, 
related to self-reflection, R² = .01, F(2,167) = 1.19.
5 In the German-speaking sample, the higher their level of coach training was, β = .18, p = .031, but not the more experienced 
the coaches were, β = .02, p = .829, the more the coaches used supervision, R² = .03, F(2,166) = 2.95
6 In the German-speaking sample, neither coach, β = .02, p =.815, nor coaching experience, β = -.09, p = .269, related to self-
evaluation, R² = .01, F(2,162) = 0.63
Page 12 of 35Personnel Review
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
Personnel Review
COACH TRAINING ENSURING COACHING QUALITY  13
quality of their service in terms of supervision, self-reflection, and evaluation. However, even 
though more coaching experience is linked to a higher coaching quality perception and higher 
coaching fees, coaching experience did not or even negatively influence quality processes. 
Additional analyses revealed that the higher the coaching fees were, the less rigorous coaches 
were regarding evaluation. One possible explanation for the different findings regarding 
coaching quality and quality control processes is that some experienced coaches may not be 
aware of their own shortcomings, as people without this awareness hold an inherent self-belief 
in the quality of their work (Kruger and Dunning, 1999). Another possible explanation could 
be that the coaches with high fees might believe that these show that their coaching is off high 
quality or perhaps even fear that quality control may lead to cuts in their fees. Changing the 
perspective from coach to business client, we wanted to investigate whether coach training or 
coaching experience matter in terms of the coaching quality perceived by HRD officers in our 
second study.
Study 2
In the second study, we wanted to a) explore to what extent firms use coaching quality control 
processes, b) whether they look for coach training or coaching experience when it comes to 
coach selection, and c) how coach training and coaching experience may influence the quality 
control of the firms in terms of evaluation as well as the coaching quality in terms of coaching 
success. For this, we asked HRD officers on their coach selection, coaching evaluation and 
estimation of coaching quality in terms of coaching success. First, we hypothesized that both a 
coach’s level of coach training and coaching experience were rated as equally important for 
coach selection by HRD officers. Second, we investigated how these two selection measures 
influenced coaching evaluation; we hypothesized that HRD officers, who used coach training 
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as a criterion for coach selection, were using more coaching evaluation measures, as the trained 
coaches themselves want to be evaluated by HRD officers. Third, we looked at the coaching 
quality in terms of the officer’s perceived coaching success; we hypothesized that the level of 
coach training had a direct impact on the officer’s perceived coaching quality. 
Method
Participants. In cooperation with the business network platform XING Coaches + 
Trainer, we asked 754 HRD officers from the three German-speaking countries about their 
experiences with coaching. The 489 female and 265 male participants were aged between 21 to 
81 years old (M = 42.08, SD = 11.10) and worked in 23 different business sectors, primarily in 
industry and engineering (15%), consumer goods and commerce (9%), and staffing services 
(8%). Their company sizes varied between “less than 10 employees” (2%) to “over 5.000 
employees” (17%). Of the 754 participants, 504 provide coaching to their employees (67%), 
and of those who did not provide coaching, some 250 HRD officers (56%) were considering 
coaching in the future with the remainder saying that it was not a suitable option for them. With 
regard to this latter sub-group, 27%  stated that the reason for it being unsuitable was that it was 
‘too costly’ while 23% said they ‘had no interest in providing coaching’.
As questions regarding the present use and evaluation of coaching were only answered 
by the 504 people that already offer to coach, we have included some additional data regarding 
these individuals: Of the 504 participants, five were excluded as they said that they book zero 
coaches per year, meaning that whilst they offer to coach the offer is not used in their company. 
These remaining 499 participants (321 female, 178 male) were between 21 to 81 years old (M 
= 42.70, SD = 11.08). Coaching was offered principally for managers – 77% resulting from the 
manager’s own request and 63% stemmed from strategic leadership development programmes 
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(more options possible); thus, the highest rated topic of their coaching was leadership 
competencies (80%). 
Procedure and measures. The participants were contacted via XING Coaches + 
Trainer with a link for an online survey (LimeSurvey). The online survey started by seeking the 
coaches’ informed consent and questions concerning their demographics before proceeding to 
questions on the topic of coaching: Their perceived relevance of coaching as an HRD 
intervention, their coach selection, their coaching evaluation, and their coaching success.7
Perceived relevance of coaching. Participants were asked to rate the relevance of 
coaching in the past (five years ago), present, and future (in one or two years) on an 11-point 
Likert scale ranging from 0% (not at all relevant) to 100% (extremely relevant).
Coach selection. Initially, the participants were asked to select one or more options on 
how coaches were selected: from an in-house coaching pool, external consulting company or 
institute with a coaching pool, personal recommendations, the internet, coaching association, 
XING Coaches + Trainer, or whether the coachee looked for his/her own coach. Then we asked 
about the criteria that a coach needs to fulfill (multiple answers possible): Recognised coach 
training (over 150h), non-recognised coach training (over 150h), coach training (under 150h), 
more than three years of coaching experience, more than one year of coaching experience 
(experience as a coach), more than three years of field experience (experience in the business 
field), more than one year of field experience, being a member of a coaching association, having 
completed psychology or similar studies, having references, being assessed by the HRD officer, 
holding a certificate, having an ethics code, or none of the above (more answers possible). We 
7 We also asked questions on other coaching topics, like external vs. internal coaches, which were not part of any of our 
experiments and were only part of the report to our cooperation partner.
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also included a free text field for respondents to add criteria they additionally thought were 
relevant; however, no additional main criterion was added (see Appendix A). The coach 
selection measures regarding coach training and coaching experience were used as the 
predictors for coaching success: Namely whether coaches were selected due to the quality of 
coach training (0 = not required, 1 = important but not how many years, 2 = at least 150 hours, 
3 = recognized coach training of at least 150 hours) and the amount of experience (0 = not 
required, 1 = at least 1 year of either coaching or field experience, 2 = solid experience in field 
or coaching – or at least 1 year of experience in both areas, 3 = solid experience in one area and 
at least 1 year of experience in the other area, 4 = solid experience in both areas).
Coaching evaluation. After the coach selection questions, we asked about what 
measures were used to evaluate the coaching intervention (multiple answers possible). Options 
included: No measures, a self-created satisfaction questionnaire, an objective with a reliable 
and valid means of measurement, objective goal attainment measure for the coachee, return-
on-investment (ROI) measure for the coach’s performance, return-on-investment (ROI) 
measure in terms of a 360° feedback, and/or return-on-investment (ROI) cost-benefit analysis.
Perceived coaching success. We asked the HRD officers about their perceived coaching 
success. For this, there was an 11-point Likert scale on how satisfied the coachees were with 
the coaching in their opinion (0 = not at all; 10 = fully). As satisfaction and recommendations 
differ (e.g., even if you are not that satisfied, you can still recommend a coach as this coach 
may have been recommended to you before). We also asked about recommendations: Would 
the coachees recommend the coach (11-point Likert scale; 0% = not at all; 100% = fully).
Statistics. IBM SPSS Statistics 24.0 (IBM Corporations, Chicago, 2016) was used for 
computations.
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Results
Perceived relevance of coaching. Whilst the 754 HRD officers estimated the relevance 
of coaching as an HRD intervention for “five years ago” as quite low (26%), almost half saw 
coaching for “today” as relevant (49%) and even more thought that coaching will become 
increasingly relevant in the future (60%). This result confirms our view that coaching continues 
to be a developing trend in German-speaking countries.
Coach selection. In response to the question of coach selection, the 499 HRD officers 
using coaching identified their route to finding a coach. The majority of them already had an 
internal coaching pool (70%), with 59% using personal recommendations. The main 
requirements for selecting a suitable coach were ‘good references’ (72%) and any kind of 
‘coach training’ (58%) (see Appendix A). This result confirms the importance of coach training 
in providing a competitive advantage for coaches in the German coaching market, however, it 
seems that personal references remain the most essential factor. As a result of this finding, we 
included references as a covariate for predicting coaching success.
Coaching evaluation and its relation to coach selection. 78% of the 499 HRD officers 
claimed to evaluate their coaching. On average HRD officers only used one coaching evaluation 
measure (M = 1.22, SD = 0.91, min = 0 of 6, max = 5 of 6), with HRD officers who were more 
selective using a larger number of coaching evaluation measures, β = .25, R² = .06, F(1,497) = 
33.50, p < .001.8 For coaching evaluation, the largest group used internally designed coaching 
satisfaction questionnaires (46%); with 26% indicating they did not evaluate coaching 
8 HRD officers also evaluated more the higher educated coaches they selected, β = .09, p = .032, the more experienced 
coaches they selected, β = .18, p < .001, and the more referenced coaches they selected, β = .12, p = .005, all three positively 
influenced the evaluation, R² = .06, F(1,497) = 33.50. 
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interventions at all (see Appendix B).
Coaching success. As stated in the method section, coaching success differs from coach 
recommendation. A correlation analysis showed that they were positively linked but this 
linkage leaves sufficient variance to suggest that this is not the same (r = .72, p <.001). The two 
average means suggest that coaches are usually perceived as recommendable (M = 8.77, SD 
1.52) and coaching is usually perceived as successful (M = 8.06, SD = 1.35).
To explain coach recommendation and coaching success, we conducted a multiple linear 
regression with 95% bias-corrected confidence interval and 1000 bootstrap with coach training, 
experience, and references as the three predictors. Regarding recommendation, it was found 
that both coaches with positive references and coaches with who were higher trained predicted 
the likelihood of coach recommendation, whereas coaching experience showed no influence, 
R² = .03, F(3,500) = 5.09, p = .002. However, when it came to coaching success, the higher the 
coaches were trained, the more they were perceived as successful, whilst references and 
experience did not matter, R² = .02, F(3,500) = 4.13, p = .007 (see Table 2).
[Table 2 here] 
Discussion – Study 2
As previously mentioned, this study underlines findings by the ICF study (2016) that 
coaching seems to be a growing trend worldwide, and is certainly also the case for German-
speaking countries. Furthermore, the study results reveal that references and coach training are 
the key driving factors in coach selection by HRD officers, highlighting the importance of coach 
training as coaching continues to evermore widespread in its use. In addition, the results show 
that a more diligent coach selection is linked to a more diligent coaching evaluation process; in 
other words, HRD officers who are less particular with their coach selection are also less 
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concerned with implementing a robust coaching evaluation system; even more surprisingly, a 
quarter of the participants in Germany do not evaluate their coaching at all. This finding can 
also be found amongst a quarter of the coaches (Passmore et al., 2017). Over and above the 
foregoing, one last finding supporting our assumptions is the relevance of coach training as a 
key criterion for coach selection, coach recommendation, and perceived coaching success. In 
this context, one other insight that has come to light is the fact that coaches with good references 
may be recommended more often, but this does not translate to increased coaching success. 
This further recommending of preferred coaches could be explained by the fact that HRD 
officers trust the recommending source and thus the recommendation, even though it did not 
benefit the clients that much. This power of recommendation by peers can also be observed in 
other purchase areas, such as advertising products via word of mouth (Ye et al., 2012).
General Discussion
It has been argued that quality and an evaluation based on generally agreed criteria and scientific 
methods is an essential component for successful coaching and constitutive for the reputation 
of the coaching profession (Greif, 2017; 2018): A coachee always relies on a professional 
coaching process, but when a coach is chosen because of personal recommendation, a coachee’s 
expectations are often accentuated when it comes to the quality process. Coaching is recognized 
to be an expensive investment for organizations (ICF, 2016) which in turn expect a reasonable 
return on their investment through improved job satisfaction, reduced stress, or greater 
leadership competencies. The results in these two studies show that a higher level of coach 
training can predict the coaching success perceived by the organization and the coach’s more 
extensive employment of quality control processes as measured by their use in supervision, 
self-reflection, and evaluation. The greater use of these options underlines the findings that 
Page 19 of 35 Personnel Review
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
Personnel Review
COACH TRAINING ENSURING COACHING QUALITY  20
coach training is an essential component for coaching selection (ICF, 2016). Moreover, our 
results show that neither coaching experience nor relatively high fees are good indicators in the 
use of quality control processes. We thus argue that coach training is a central consideration if 
organizations are to appoint coaches who actively use quality control processes to regulate and 
evaluate the quality of their work. 
Which coach training? Coach training is expected not only to help the coach in terms 
of self-development (Preston and Hammond, 2003) and credibility (ICF, 2016) but also in 
creating a mindset which encourages the coach to regularly consider their own performance 
and how they can continue to improve it, thus leading to better coaching quality. As noted at 
the start of this paper, coach training can vary widely in both quantity and quality. A comparison 
of  coach training programs (popular top 50 in the internet off U.S., UK and Germany) shows 
significant differences of the preferred training approaches between the countries and a wide 
variety of approaches within the countries (Greif, 2014). To evaluate the quality of coaching 
training, Rauen (2017) constructed a construct-validated questionnaire instrument measuring 
quality criteria of coach training (based on expert interviews and confirmatory factor analyses  
on several samples in Germany). Further research questions need to explore the specific results 
of coach training: Is there a difference between commercially trained and university trained 
coaches? Are different training types more or less successful than others? Does a focus on coach 
competencies provide a better route to coach development than one focusing on self-awareness? 
Is there a difference between face-to-face coach training and online / blended forms? Rauen 
(2017) found that there are over 300.000 different coach trainings that are offered from various 
providers and with different amounts of coach training hours. As most coaches marked that 
they had undertaken several different forms of training, we were not able to effectively explore 
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such differences and as such highlight this area for further research.
Controlling for coaching quality. Our findings support the view that coaching quality 
control is important for good coaching outcomes. However, the obvious question is what form 
should coaching quality control take? In addition to self-reflection, supervision and evaluation 
are two forms to control for a good coaching quality that includes another person’s perspective. 
As noted previously, coaching evaluation is complex (Nerdinger, 2018). Greif (2018) 
developed a coaching evaluation framework, which includes antecedents (characteristics of 
coach, coachee, and environment), process factors (coach, coachee, relationship, and 
organisational client), proximal outcomes (for the coach, the coachee, and the organisational 
client), and distal outcomes (for the coach and the coachee). He argued that measuring coaching 
using before, during, and after the coaching period helps as does extend beyond the use of self-
report measures (Greif, 2018). Thus, in cooperation with the German internet platform XING 
Coaches + Trainer, a first broad evaluation of over 1,500 coaching processes with scientifically 
and practically used questionnaire scales for both coach and coachee was launched (Kinder et 
al., in preparation). An alternative system was devised by Passmore and Valez (2012) who offer 
a framework which, like Greif, adopts a multi-lens perspective but advocates gathering data 
over time to track the added value of the intervention. Supervision can also be helpful for 
coaches to reflect on their own coaching as the external input can provide a more detached 
perspective and source of input (Kotte, 2017; Hawkins and Turner 2017).
Selecting coaches. Another tool in the hand of the HRD officers is the selection of 
coaches beforehand. Our results support the findings of Stephan and Gross (2013) that 
references are the most important coaching selection measure. However, our results also 
indicate that there is a correlation between reference selection and further recommendation, 
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although the recommendation is not linked to coaching success. In other words, unsuccessful 
coaches can still be repeatedly recommended, which suggests that HRD departments should 
rely less on references, coaching experience, or fee rates as indicators of quality. A surrogate 
quality criterium is the level and hours of coach training an individual has achieved. It seems 
to better relate to coaching quality in terms of coaching success. In addition to controlling for 
the level and hours of coach training, companies should of course also evaluate the coaching 
afterward with scientifically founded and practically approved methods (see above).
Limitations. Due to the ordinal-scaled variables, we also conducted ordinal linear 
regressions, which showed the same results; nevertheless, it has to be acknowledged that using 
ordinal scaling can distort the results. Given that this is a recognized issue, further research 
should work with interval scaled measures. This is of particular importance,  as the strength of 
the relationships between coach training and quality control or coaching success was low. 
Another limitation is that we only assessed with online questionnaires and only at one time 
point. Further research should not only use online measures and should also use more time-
points and objective measures including video-ratings to validate our findings.  
Conclusion
Our research sought to explore the importance of coaching quality as a process and the role of 
coach training and coaching experience in improving coaching quality and quality control 
processes. For this investigation, we asked both coaches and HRD officers about the coaching 
quality and quality process control measures. The findings support our assumption that coach 
training is an important factor and common applied surrogate of quality assessment of 
intangible services (Meffert and Bruhn, 2012). As the results of our studies show, coach training 
has a significant, predictive value for the use of quality control processes such as supervision, 
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self-reflection, and evaluation, as well as for the perceived coaching quality by the HRD 
officers. However, further research is needed to better understand the impact of various coach 
training approaches and their specific quality criteria and coaching success. Moreover, 
scientific research and evaluation are essential for the reputation of the coaching profession and 
its continuous improvement.
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Appendices
[Appendix A and B near here]
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Coaching fee
Coach training
A: .1
0***
(0.17
)
Self-rated coaching 
quality
Coaching 
experience
B: .10***(0.17)
C: total: .14***(0.02)
C‘: direct: .10***(0.02)a: 
.34
**
*(
0.0
2)
b: .09***(0.02)
c: total: .30***(0.01)
c‘: direct: .27***(0.02)
Figure 1. Mediation analyses with coach training / coaching experience as predictors, coaching quality 
as mediator, and coaching fe  as outcome variable.
Note. A: influence of coach training on self-rated coaching quality, t(1655) = 6.19; B: influence of self-rated coaching quality 
on coaching fee, t(1655) = 6.19; C: total effect of coach training on coaching fee, t(1655) = 8.47; C’: direct effect of coach 
training on coaching fee, t(1655) = 6.19; a: influence of coaching experience on self-rated coaching quality, t(1659) = 18.05; 
b: influence of self-rated coaching quality on coaching fee, t(1659) = 4.65; c: total effect of coaching experience on coaching 
fee,  t(1659) = 20.45; c’: direct effect of coach training on coaching fee, t(1655) = 16.92.
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Table 1
The influence of coach training and coaching experience on the dependent variables
Coach
training
Coaching
experience
stand.β p SE CI (z-values) stand.β p SE CI (z-values)
Quality control variables
Self-reflection .21*** <.001 .01 [.160; .257] .00 .999 .01 [-.043; .040]
Supervision .09*** <.001 .02 [.049; .139] .02 .322 .02 [-.023; .069]
Evaluation .03 .164 .01 [-.013; .077] - .05* .038 .01 [-.093; .001]
Note. *** p<.001; ** p<.01; *p<.05. stand.β = standardized beta. SE = standard error. CI (z-values) = Confidence interval with 
z-standardized values of all variables (for comparing the standardized coefficient of coach training with the one of coaching 
experience). Significant predictions as well as significant differences between the coefficients (computed from the CI) are 
marked in bold.
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Coaching feeSelf-rated coaching quality
Coaching 
experience
a: 
.33
**
*(0
.02
) c: -.06***(0.02)
d: total: -.02*(0.01)
d‘: direct: -.01(0.01)
Evaluation
b: .09***(0.02)
e: .2
7***
(0.0
2) f: -.00(0.02)
Figure 2. Mediation analysis with coaching experience as predictor, coaching quality as first mediator, 
coaching fee as second mediator, and evaluation as outcome variable. 
Note. a: influence of coaching experience on self-rated coaching quality, t(1601) = 17.38; b: influence of self-rated coaching 
quality on coaching fee, t(1601) = 4.43; c: influence of coaching fee on evaluation, t(1601) = -3.73; d: total effect of coaching 
experience on evaluation,  t(1601) = -2.49; c’: direct effect of coach training on coaching fee, t(1601) = -0.52; e: influence of 
coaching experience on coaching fee, t(1601) = 16.51; f: influence of self-rated coaching quality on evaluation, t(1601) = -
0.05.
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Table 2
The influence of coach training and coaching experience on the dependent variables
Coach training Coaching experience References
st.β p SE CI (z-values) st.β p SE CI (z-values) st.β p SE CI (z-values)
Recommendation .11* .018 .06 [.013; .185] .02 .662 .07 [-.073; .108] .14** .002 .15 [.056; .260]a
Coaching success .14** .001 .05 [.057; .220] .01 .791 .07 [-.076; .098] .06 .186 .14 [-.037; .168]
Note. *** p<.001; ** p<.01; *p<.05. st.β = standardized beta. SE = standard error. CI (z-values) = Confidence interval with z-
standardized values of all variables (for comparing the standardized coefficient of coach training with the one of coaching 
experience). Significant predictions as well as significant differences between the coefficients (computed from the CI) are 
marked in bold.aCI z-scored references significantly differs from CI z-scored coaching experience.
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Appendices
Appendix A
Measures used to select coaches (Selection of one or more answers)
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Note. The two predictors and the added predictor “references” are highlighted in dark grey, as it was included in our further 
computations due to high ratings. A free field was added for additional requirements: 19% named coaching experience, 14% 
coach’s personality, 14% the fit between coach and client, 14% references, 8% field experience, 7% positive assessment, 6% 
appearance, 6% academic education, 5% no criterium, 3% confidentiality.
Page 34 of 35Personnel Review
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
Personnel Review
Appendix B
Measures used to evaluate coaches (Selection of one or more answers)
3%
12%
13%
17%
26%
31%
46%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
financial benefit measure
performance measure
360° feedback
validated questionnaire
none
goal attainment scale
self-made questionnaire
Note. “None” is in dark grey to highlight that it was named more than 25%.
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